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Docket No.: A7995.0014/P014 
(PATENT) 

IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



re Patent Application of: 
Robert L. Horn et al. 

Application No.: 10/822,793 Confirmation No.: 3194 

Filed: April 13, 2004 Art Unit: 2185 

For: RAID CONTROLLER ARCHITECTURE Examiner: J. U. Yu 

WITH INTEGRATED MAP-AND-FORWARD 
FUNCTION, VIRTUALIZATION, 
SCALABILITY, AND MIRROR 
CONSISTENCY 




REASONS SUPPORTING PRE- APPEAL BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 

MS AF 

Commissioner for Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 223 1 3- 1 450 

Dear Sir: 

On August 17, 2007, Applicants submitted a response to the Office Action of May 18, 
2007 for the above-indicated application. In the response, Applicants presented amended 
independent claims 1, 4, 7, 9, 1 1, 15 and 17. On November 14, 2007, Applicants received a Final 
Office Action that failed to address all of the amendments made in the response of August 17, 2007. 
The Final Office Action does not address certain claim limitations that Applicants assert distinguish 
the present invention over the cited prior art. Thus, not only does the Final Office Action fail to 
establish a prima facie case against the patentability of the claims of the above-identified 
application (for failure of the Final Office Action to address each claim limitation), the cited 
references also do not teach each limitation. Applicants respectfully request that the patentability of 
the pending claims be based upon the language recited in the amended claims, and that the 
rejections be withdrawn and the pending claims be allowed over the cited prior art. 
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In the Final Office Action, each of claims 1 , 3, 4, 6, 7, 9 and 1 1-1 8 stand rejected. Of 
these claims, claims 1, 4, 7, 9, 1 1, 15 and 17 are independent claims. Each of the independent 
claims was amended in the response of August 17, 2007 to recite the forwarding of an execution 
status indicating the completion of a command. In the response of August 17, 2007 and in a 
response to the Final Office Action, Applicants identified this limitation as a distinguishing 
limitation over the cited prior art. However, the Final Office Action failed to address this limitation 
in any rejection. For at least this reason, the Final Office Action failed to establish a prima facie 
case against the patentability of the pending claims of the present application. Thus, the rejections 
against the claims should be withdrawn and the claims allowed. 

As explained in the responses of August 17, 2007 and April 14, 2008, the cited 
references do not teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, including, but not limited to, the 
limitations not addressed by the Final Office Action. In the Final Office Action, claims 1, 3, 4, 6, 7 
and 9 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2002/0026540 to Smyers ("Smyers") in view of U.S. Patent No. 7,251,747 to Bean 
et al. ("Bean"). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

Claim 1 relates to a "method for processing a host command in a storage system 
including a plurality of storage elements coupled to a plurality of storage controllers." The method 
includes "receiving a host command directed to a volume of said storage system from a host," the 
host command received "at a first one of said plurality of storage controllers." A target storage 
controller is determined for the host command, and, "if said target storage controller is not said first 
one of said plurality of storage controllers, forwarding the host command to said target storage 
controller." The target storage controller executes the command and then forwards "to said first one 
of said plurality of storage controllers ... an execution status indicating completion of said host 
command " (emphasis added, highlighting a limitation added in the response of August 17, 2007, but 
not considered in the Final Office Action). The first one of said plurality of storage controllers 
receives "said execution status" and forwards "said execution status to said host." As explained 
below, Smyers fails to disclose each element and limitation of claim 1 . 



2 



DSMDB-2440844 



Application No. 10/822,793 

Reply to Office Action of May 1 8, 2007 



Docket No.: A7995.0014/P014 



Smyers discloses a system where a controller receives a record instruction and then 
sends the record instruction to a selected audio/video hard disk drive ("AVHDD"). Smyers, 
[0031], [0032], Once an AVHDD is selected to record content and that AVHDD is ready to record, 
control of recording content is shifted to the selected AVHDD. Smyers, f [0033]. "The recording 
AVHDD then begins recording the stream of data from the source [or host] device. If the recording 
AVHDD runs out of available storage space while the source device is still transmitting the stream 
of data, the recording AVHDD, will locate the next available AVHDD within the network and 
forward the record command to that AVHDD." Id. "Once the next available AVHDD begins 
recording the stream of data, it . . . inform[s] the prior recording AVHDD that it is successfully 
recording the stream of data." Smyers, \ [0035]. 

Although Smyers discloses the sending of communications between prior and currently 
recording AVHDDs, nowhere does Smyers disclose that a specific AVHDD or controller forwards 
"an execution status indicating the completion of said host command" to either a prior recording 
AVHDD or to a host, as recited in claim 1 . The forwarded recording status taught by Smyers does 
not indicate completion of the received command, but only initialization of the received command. 
"Once the next available AVHDD begins recording the stream of data, it . . . inform[s] the prior 
recording AVHDD that it is successfully recording the stream of data." Smyers, If [0035]. 
Furthermore, Smyers does not indicate which device, if any, in the controller/AVHDD system sends 
an execution status to a host indicating completion of the host command. Conceivably, either the 
Smyers controller or one of the AVHDDs could send an execution status, if it is sent at all. Claim 1, 
however, recites that the target storage controller forwards "to said first one of said plurality of 
storage controllers, an execution status indicating the completion of said host command," and that 
the "first one of said plurality of storage controllers," i.e., the controller that received "a host 
command . . . from a host," is the device that forwards to the host the execution status indicating 
completion of the host command. 

Additionally, claim 1 recites that a copy of the received host command is stored at the 
first one of said plurality of storage controllers "until the host command has been executed and the 
execution of the host command has been reported to the host." After the command is executed and 
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the execution status is forwarded to the host, the first one of said plurality of storage controllers 
erases "the stored copy of the host command." Smyers does not disclose the storage of a host 
command on a first receiving controller until the host command has been executed to completion. 

Bean is directed to a method for "efficient and accurate re-starting of data transfers using 
volatile data transfer mechanisms, such as pipes, following an error." Bean, Abstract. In Bean, a 
"fallback file" is used to save portions of transferred data. Id. The fallback file is overwritten or 
erased when the Bean module determines that a portion of the transferred data has been transferred 
correctly or that the transfer is complete. Bean, Abstract; col. 16, 11. 5-22. However, Bean fails to 
teach "storing the host command until the host command has been executed and the execution of the 
host command has been reported to the host," as recited in claim 1 . At most, Bean teaches the 
temporary storage of a back-up file until the backed-up data is fully transferred and stored. Once 
the backed-up data is transferred, the fallback file is erased. However, claim 1 recites that the data 
stored is a command, and that the command is stored until the command has been executed and the 
execution of the command has been reported. Bean does not teach the saving of the fallback file 
until the fallback file has been executed or used and until this use has been reported to the host. 
Bean just doesn't apply. Furthermore, Bean fails to remedy the inadequacies of Smyers in that 
Bean fails to teach the forwarding of an execution status indicating the completion of a host 
command from a target storage controller to a first one of said plurality of storage controllers, and 
the forwarding of the execution status indicating completion of the host command from the first one 
of said plurality of storage controllers to the host. Thus, Bean also fails to teach each limitation of 
claim 1. 

For at least these reasons, the combination of Smyers and Bean fails to render claim 1 
unpatentable, and claim 1 is allowable over the cited combination. Claims 3, 4, 6, 7 and 9 include 
similar limitations, and are also allowable for at least the same reasons that claim 1 is allowable. 

Claims 11-16 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Smyers in 
view of U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2001/0002480 to Dekoning et al. ("Dekoning") and 
further in view of Bean. The rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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The inadequacies of Smyers and Bean have been discussed, and these same inadequacies 
apply to claims 11-16. Dekoning also fails to remedy the inadequacies of Smyers and Bean and 
does not teach the reporting of an execution status, wherein the status indicates a completion of the 
host command.. For at least these reasons, the combination of Smyers, Deknoning and Bean fails to 
render claims 11-16 unpatentable. 

Claims 17 and 18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Smyers 
in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,850,938 to Sadjadi ("Sadjadi") and further in view of Bean. The 
rejection is respectfully traversed. 

The inadequacies of Smyers and Bean have been discussed, and these same inadequacies 
apply to claims 17 and 18. Sadjadi also fails to remedy the inadequacies of Smyers and Bean and 
does not teach the reporting of an execution status, wherein the status indicates a completion of the 
host command.. For at least these reasons, the combination of Smyers, Sadjadi and Bean fails to 
render claims 17 and 18 unpatentable. 

In view of the above remarks, Applicants believe the pending application is in condition 
for allowance. Applicants respectfully request that the rejections be withdrawn and the claims be 
allowed. 



Dated: May 14, 2008 Respectfully submitted, 




Stephen A. Soffen 

Registration No. : 3 1 ,063 
Thomas D. Anderson, Esq. 

Registration No.: 56,293 
DICKSTEIN SHAPIRO LLP 
1825 Eye Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20006-5403 
(202) 420-2200 
Attorneys for Applicants 
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